Introduction
When we were children we learned not only from our parents, but also from our siblings with a different form of learning, one with more complicity. We felt a certain admiration for our older siblings, accompanied by the aspiration to reach their increasing degrees of autonomy, knowledge or responsibility, such as going to school instead of the nursery, beginning a sport as yet impossible because of our age, or the reading of some prohibited book. It is a learning between equals, or almost equals, very different from that which is obtained from a person who exerts authority, who is on a higher plane. The parent and the teacher are figures we felt to be distant, who taught us by setting rules from a plane different to ours.
This structure of transmission of knowledge with intermediate stages is also reproduced in other spheres, generally offering advantages. The trade and craft workshops have usually had apprentices, as a form of initiation into some trades, whose techniques of production pass from one to another through the emulation of the experienced professional. There is generally a hierarchy, there is a boss or teacher, and a series of people structured by their years of experience or attained capabilities. The novice normally learns, as much from the teacher as from other apprentices, the tricks of the trade to be able to get along in that world, as Richard
Sennet indicates:
"In craftsmanship there must be a superior who sets standards and who trains. In the workshop, inequalities of skill and experience become face-to-face issues. The successful workshop will establish legitimate authority in the flesh, not in rights and duties set down on paper". The Architectural Workshop: The Bauhaus and the VKhUTEMAS
The workshop, as a place of learning in the teaching of architecture, appears at the beginning of the 20th century in Vienna, with the so-called "Wiener Werkstätte".
They were founded in 1903 by Josef Hoffmann and Kolo Moser, within the Technical
School of Architecture, which had been a specialist division independent from that of Arts and Crafts since 1868. In these "Viennese Workshops", the teaching of projects was given a practical base instead of the traditional copying of models, and included the principles of the artistic avant-garde of the time, in the search for a new architecture removed from the prevailing historicism. This new approach understood that to achieve its objectives teaching also had to change because the academic system, instilled from the Fine Arts Academies, only taught the copying of old models, as Julio Vidaurre reflects in his definition of the teaching of architecture in Spain at the beginning of the 20th century:
"The dominant didactic criteria continue to be the formal and the compositional; the ideological platforms from which the teaching of architecture stems, are those typical of all academicism: the imitation of consecrated contributions, with a revisionist eclecticism as the only creative alternative; and a scale of values which give preeminent place to the 'plastics', typical of the Fine Arts: balance, symmetry, proportion, […] as fundamental premises for judging the obtained results".
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From that moment, in the teaching of architecture, the word Workshop began to be thought of as an element of change, of revolution, of transformation of the prevailing. Thus, the two most paradigmatic examples in the schools of art and architecture at the beginning of the 20th century, the Bauhaus 3 in Germany, and the VKhUTEMAS 4 in the U.S.S.R., use them as the structure of their pedagogical methodology. Although the teaching of architecture does not appear, as such, in the Bauhaus until 1927, Walter Gropius, in his founding manifesto of 1919, defined among its principles the indissoluble link between all the arts and the importance of the Workshop as a key place to learn, in the manner of craftsmen, through practice:
"The ultimate aim of all visual arts is the complete building! […] Architects, painters, and sculptors must recognise anew and learn to grasp the composite character of a building both as an entity and in its separate parts. Only then will their work be re-imbued with the architectonic spirit which it has lost as 'salon art'.
[…] The old schools of art were unable to produce this unity; how could they, since art cannot be taught. They must be merged once more with the workshop.
[…] Architects, sculptors, painters, we all must return to the crafts! For art is not a 'profession'. There is no essential difference between the artist and the craftsman. The artist is an exalted craftsman". Based on these principles, the teaching in the Bauhaus was structured into workshops where different disciplines were developed (printing, pottery, stone, metal, painting, carpentry, weaving, theatre, architecture), in which personal creativity, learned by means of practicals guided by a teacher, was promoted to generate novel designs adapted to the society of the time, fleeing from the copy or imitation of the historical elements that did not suitably respond to the technological development which was taking place. It was the desire to work and to innovate for society as a whole, not for an elite, an increasingly more attainable circumstance, due to the progressive increase of industrial production during the 19th century and the start of the 20th.
In parallel to the Bauhaus, in the recently created Soviet Socialist Republic, the Moscow Fine Arts Society, of which the School of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture was part, was abolished in 1919, and it was transformed into the "State Free Art
Workshops". As in Germany, the word chosen to refer to the new teaching of art that distanced it from academicism was "Workshop". This choice was intended to mark the intentions to democratise education and bring about a fusion between pure and applied art, channelling this integration towards industrial production. The new institution was defined as: "a higher specialised artistic teaching establishment, with the objective of preparing teacher-workers, higher qualified artists for industry, as well as instructors and leaders for industrial technical training".
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The new teaching method of the VKhUTEMAS sought to apply a scientific-technical method for the different disciplines that were taught, remote from the subjectivity of the artistic creation that permeated the old education in the Schools.
The Total Workshop and the vertical workshops. The experiences of the Seventies
The debate on the need for change in the teaching of Architecture was present throughout the 20th century, reaching pivotal moments when the social movements were stronger, as was seen in the Twenties, and, as occurred again in the Sixties and at the start of the Seventies. The social and political movements of these decades were contemporary with a crisis in the university educational model, which was especially significant in the Schools of Architecture.
[ Fig. 3 Teaching in many countries was transformed by experiences that sought to eliminate the prevailing rigid academic structure, bringing teachers and students together in the pursuit of a common goal. In Paris, the formation of the Unité Pédagogique The Curriculum of the FAUC defined the reason for the change thus: "Teachers and students have been driven to assume a process that leads to understanding Architecture as a social practice, interpreted in an interdisciplinary manner, assumed and resolved by the Architect, and where the USER is the recipient, continuator and communal caretaker of the product: the human habitat".
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The Taller Total represented a radical change in educational methodology, which, according to Malecki, "was the result of a series of institutional, political, social, and disciplinary crises that, in the context of post-Cordoban radicalisation, sought to put the social function of architecture at the centre of discussion by means of a redefinition of teaching methodologies", 10 which affected from the division by subjects, that were transformed into areas of knowledge, to the teaching career and the teaching methodologies in which the student was considered a passive subject: "the traditional academic-messianic form, as a relationship between the active entity of the Teacher, and the passive and receptive entity of the student. This structure, lacking in ambitions and stimuli, is a fictitious system that leads teaching to the condition of mere 'ceremony'". Among the successful experiences was that of Studio 11, in a working-class suburb of Buenos Aires called "Colonia Lola", where its deficiencies were analysed by students, teachers and the neighbours, and actual projects were prepared that were agreed with the future users. A unique teacher-student role was established in which team work created the knowledge, and working groups composed of students from all levels were implemented. The result was an educational success with the involvement of a great number of students, teachers and professionals of architecture, social and other disciplines, with the construction of a school in the district and the beginning of several improvement projects, all actively functioning until the arrival of the military dictatorship.
The experience of the Taller Total is included in the proposals for a change of paradigm of university teaching in the Seventies, which sought that the student stopped being treated as an object of the teaching to become its subject, as Antonio Fernández Alba defined when analysing the Spanish case in 1975:
"Implicit in these years, in the prolegomenon of the controversial attitude of the students, was the refusal to continue supporting an impeded teaching, to overcome the student-teacher contradictions, and to understand the architectural reality, not as an idealistic virtuality, but as a process transforming the physical environment of man; considerations that entail a reflective, critical and transforming posture towards their pedagogical environment".
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Within these changes in teaching, the appearance of vertical workshops, where different simultaneous mechanisms of learning took place in which the student became more participative, was one of the mechanisms to respond to these concerns in the schools of architecture. The vertical structure breaks part of the rigidity within the teacher-student relationship, by introducing other learning variables, such as that which occurs among students from different classes, or which increases the teacher-student coexistence. It is teaching that partly included the ideals of the The structure in Vertical Workshops also promotes a non-linear or non-stagnant learning, favouring the synchronous and circular processes, since in some way the paths of learning are trod several times, some as protagonists, and others as classmates. It is a characterisation of the organisation of the teaching of the Bauhaus, the continuity of which, through its teachers in by Alberto Donaire, the sole Professor of the department at that time.
In the words of Juan Luis Trillo: "The spring of 1975 was very effective for our objectives, we met once a week and the discussions were passionate, we all learned from everyone else. There was talk of the need to introduce theoretical classes on architectural critique, the specificity and autonomy of Projects, the possibility of extending the programmes from one to three courses, and the effectiveness of the "critique sessions", carried out on the results obtained from each exercise.
[…] One of the most significant agreements that we undertook in those meetings was to change the horizontal structure of courses for a mixed structure in which Elements of Composition, directed by Alberto Donaire, would remain as the only horizontal subject. This meant that all students would have to take it, and the rest of the teaching would be given by a series of vertical workshops that would allow students who wanted to, to take the three Project courses with a single programme.
[…] Naturally we had information then about what happened in the other national schools, Madrid and Barcelona mainly, where there partially existed workshops mixed with horizontal subjects. In our opinion, the Sevillian alternative would be unique and the most advanced of all".
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Thus, in the School of Architecture of Seville the three subjects of Projects were taught together, from the 1975-76 academic year, in some groupings that were called Workshops. In those, the students of the three levels were grouped in the same class, with the same teacher, or pair of teachers, where they shared the theoretical lessons, the exercises, in a partial manner as, usually, a place or line of action was proposed and the principles of the exercises were adjusted in complexity to each level, 17 and perhaps, most importantly, the corrections and the critique sessions. This brought about, as in a craft workshop or in a family, learning between "almost" equals that was very beneficial. When you began in Projects you looked with admiration at the works presented by classmates from higher levels, their way of drawing, their rapidity in solving problems, their bibliographical references, you always found somebody to ask how to do this, or that, someone to ask for advice. There was a double learning, one classical, from teacher to student, and another by osmosis that was transmitted between the students of the different levels, where one passed from being a one hundred percent apprentice receiving knowledge in the first year, to being an "almost" teacher in the last, which also coincided with the last year of studies. In parallel to this change in methodology, in 1975, a Ministerial order was approved whereby all technical degrees had their studies extended from 5 to 6 years.
This decree forced all the Spanish Schools to draw up new curricula. Thus, in the 1975-76 academic year, a double change took place in the teaching at the Seville School. Firstly, the new curriculum began to be taught and the Workshops were implemented in the higher years. This new curriculum contained the same subjects of Projects as the previous one, it was just moved by a year, Elements of Composition passed from the second to the third, and Projects 1, 2 and 3, from the third, fourth and fifth, to the fourth, fifth and sixth. This is why the new teaching methodology implemented in the 1975-76 academic year was maintained throughout the duration of this curriculum, ending with the entry of Plan 98, which did substantially change the subjects to be taught and their teaching load, and which also served to operationally adjust a Department that had grown considerably in the twenty years since "Plan 75".
In the Departmental meetings that preceded the structural change of Plan 75, a formula was sought which would break the teaching hierarchies and the rigid university discipline. The solution was deemed to be the creation of vertical workshops, a structure that had been verified as valid over the more than twenty years in which they were active. As in the Soviet "Free Artistic Workshops" of the Twenties, the working guidelines of a workshop were dictated by the teacher in charge, with total independence from the other workshops. There was total freedom to develop any initiative or pedagogical methodology, and also for the students, who could choose the teacher/s at the start of each academic year, has meant, it is correct to say, that the Andalusian School has today a specific weight greater than its
Valencian counterpart".
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Initially, six vertical workshops were established in the Seville School, a small number, but, year by year, with the growing number of students, this number increased until there were thirteen in the 1994-95 academic year. 19 There were also different configurations with one, two or three teachers, which generated an atomised and asymmetric structure which presented difficulties in the organisation of teaching.
In the 1994-95 academic year, the Department of Projects approved a new teaching structure, which, on the one hand, sought a reconstruction of its internal organisation which had deteriorated with the strong growth that the school experienced at the start of the Nineties, and, on the other, to adapt to the new curriculum that was being defined and which would be known as "Plan 98". This
Plan initiated a cadence parallel to the political changes of government, so that the University autonomy was lost, and the curricula would be transformed by external requirements beyond the university processes, especially through alignment with a common European framework, also known as the Bologna Process.
The 13 Plan 98, would be the first to the fifth years, and in which they could organise their teaching projects together. 20 In the publication of this teaching framework the term teaching programme was substantially confused with that teaching project, a fact that, until recently, remained latent in many views of the departmental organisation. The reality was that the teaching structure of the Department of Projects stopped responding to a vertical structure in which, in each workshop, the same teachers synchronised teaching in successive classes, giving rise to a grid organisation, in which different teachers taught in each class, but they were grouped by affinities and interests, maintaining a vertical organisation by means of a common theme.
This matrix organisation, in which the rows referred to the classes, and the columns to the grouping of teachers, represented a mechanism that initially allowed In the Seville School, during the 2012-13 and 2013-14 academic years, as a group of teachers,
